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appointed under the personal law of the infant enjoys the same
rights over his ward's movable property in other countries as
he possesses in the country of his appointment. The problem
is, then, whether a foreign guardian is justified if he acts in
England within the limits of English internal law. The answer
would appear to be that nowadays he occupies in effect the
same position as an English guardian. What he does within the
limits of English internal law will be recognized as validly done
provided that his authority has not been challenged; but if his
position or his authority is challenged, then, as in the case of
an English guardian, it lies within the discretion of the court
whether he shall be replaced by another person or whether his
acts or proposed acts shall be approved. Perhaps the only differ-
ence in this respect between a foreign and an English guardian
is that the court would be more ready to displace the former
than the latter.
Authority The cases already discussed show that whether the foreign
of foreign guardian shall be allowed to exert his personal authority, as,
OTerward? for example, by removing the ward from England, is condi-
property tioned solely by what the court considers is most calculated to
promote the welfare of the infant. The position is the same with
regard to proprietary rights. English practice has shown a
tendency to recognize the right of a foreign guardian to claim
movable property in England.1 Again, however, if his right is
challenged it is at the discretion of the court whether, having
regard to the interests of the ward, the property shall be
delivered to the guardian or to some other person.2 The
question generally arises where money is due to a foreign infant
under an English settlement, will or intestacy. Where the
money has not been paid into court, it has been said that
the trustees are legally discharged if they make payment to the
foreign guardian and take his receipt.3 Where the money is in
court, then the court is entitled, but not compelled, to order
payment to the guardian, and whether it does so or not depends
upon whether it is satisfied that the property will be properly
administered for the infant's benefit.
1	Mackitv. Darling(1871), L.R. 12 Eq. 319; In re Crichtorfs Trust (1855),
24 L.T. (O.S.) 267; Inre Browne's Trust (1865), 12 L.T. 488.
2	In re Ckatard's Settlement, [1899] i Ch. 712; Ex parte Watkins (1752),
2 Ves. Sen. 470; In re Eellmann's Will (1866), L.R. 2 Eq. 363. Cp. Dkara-
malv. Holmpatrick, [1935] LR. 760: A, domiciled in Indore, not entitled as of
right to Irish Sweep winnings of his daughter, aged 7, though by Indore law he
could give a good discharge.
3	In re ChatGr£$ Settlement, sufra, at p. 716, Kekewich J.

